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1.0 Executive Summary

In thefall of 2004 the Waste M anagement Program began a comprehensive review of its
operations. Thefindings and recommendations of this study are contained in the
"Waste M anagement Program Redesign - Final Report" (Pub. No. WA-590-05) dated
February 7, 2005.

Oneof theareasidentified for further analysisin the Redesign Report was decision-
making in the Waste Management Program. Decision-making, for issues ranging from
theroutine to highly controversial and precedent setting, isaregular part of Waste
Management Program activities. Decision-makingisa critical part of the Program's
operations and outputs. Decision-making that is effective and efficient allowsfor an
orderly and predictable flow of tasksthrough the Program. Our external customers
need our decisionsto plan and implement their activities.

The past success of the Program indicates that our decision-making processes and
procedures are effective. However, the Redesign Team questioned whether decision-
making in the Waste Program was efficient. The Team found that there was confusion
asto wherewithin the organizational structure decisions should be made. Thisleadsto
delaysin getting issuesto the correct decison-makers. Thedecision-makersin the
Program wer e not always sure of what their authoritiesand responsibilitieswere. At
timesissuesfall " between the cracks', in other casestoo many decision-makersare
called in an effort to ensurethat all potential interestsarein agreement. Without clearly
defined authorities, too many decisions " bubble up” to the higher levelsin the
organization, creating a bottleneck in our decision-making processes. And someissues
that makethe climb to the top of the decision-making hierarchy are sent back down for
mor e justification or a new ad-hoc team isformed tore-review theissue. These
concerns point to an area of Program operationsthat, while not broken, may offer
opportunitiesfor improvement and time savings.

The Waste M anagement Team for med the Decision-making | mplementation Team to
further study thisissue and present recommendationsfor consideration. Theteam
addressed decision-making in the following manner:
- categorize Waste decisions so we're wor king with a manageable number of
cases,
- identify the decision-makers on Waste issues and define the expertise or value
that they offer;
- identify the variousrolesthat decision-makers play in the decision-making
process,
- prepare flow documentsfor the categories of decisionsidentified
- develop a decision-making matrix that offersa quick referencefor where
decisions are made, the necessary partnersfor each category of decision, and
identifying who is accountable for thefinal product.

A further explanation of the stepsaboveisincluded in thereport that follows.
Finally, the complexity of decision-making in the Waste & Materials M anagement

Program should not be underestimated. We are asked to addresslarge facilitiesand
developing technologies, complex environmental and human health issues; overlap



between multiple programs within the Department; consider the goals of other State
agencies and gover nmental units, work with concerned citizens and environmental
groups; and be mindful of the long-term social and economic implications of our
decisions. The recommendations and models contained in our report do not cover all of
the possible questionsthat will arise as part of the Waste & Materials Management's
decision-making activities.

We hopethat thisreport will provide guidance that will improve decision-making for
many of theissuesthat come beforethe Program in the future. We hopethat it will
provide a starting point for the more complex issuesthat don't fit our models. But good
decison-making in the Waste & Materials Management Program still dependson
individuals recognizing issues that go beyond the norm, alerting appropriate partnersto
this situation, and adjusting the decision-making process accor dingly.

2.0 REPORT

2.1 Background

The Waste M anagement Program Redesign (WM PR) team identified a number of
opportunitiesfor immediate improvement in our operations. Decision-making was one
of them (see WA Redesign Final Report - February 2005). An Implementation Team
was formed to analyze thisarea further and to prepare recommendations for
improvementsfor the Waste Management Team. Thisisthedraft report of the
Decision-M aking I mplementation Team.

TheWaMT formed an Implementation Team to review our decision-making. The
member s of the team were: Frank Schultz - SER WA Team Supervisor, John Melby -
Poalicy Section Chief, Carol Schmidt - NER WA Sub-team Supervisor, Tom Portle -
Non-Metallic Mining Team L eader and Cynde English - SCR Waste M anagement
Specialist. Barb Hennings- WCR Hydrogeologist and Barb Bickford - Planning &
Evaluation Section Hydrogeologist wer e ad-hoc member s of thisteam, providing input
astime allowed.

The team was directed to consider the following sideboards in completing its charge:

> Must take into consider ation new/proposed program structure and
management systems.

> Authority for decision to be made at the lowest applicable level.

> Consider Issuesof trust in professional opinionsvs. authoritiesrequired for
long ter m issues of enfor cement.

> Clear lines of authority and responsibility.

> System of checks and balancesto ensure system isworking effectively including
authoritiesfor corrections.

> Review with current decision making policiesincluding signature authorities,

conflict resolution, acceptable decision models (consensus, substantial agreement,

voting, etc.), and any other applicable documents utilized within the program.

> Encour ages movement toward risk-taking, reduction of command and

control, and movement toward green tier type activities.



Decision making can beroutine or precedent setting; be narrowly focused or require
technical expertise from several fields; and/or addressimminent threatsor allow actions
that will not befully felt or decades. Making good decisions, that stand thetest of time,
isachallenge at all levelsin the Program. Making decisionsthat fairly weigh the value
of the environment against our other social and economic needsisas much art as
science. We cannot be so conservativein our approachesasto cripplethe present, nor
so short sighted that we squander future opportunities. We must be under standing and
firm, consistent and risk-taking, prompt and thorough, trusting and vigilant. Whilewe
cannot hopeto create a single decision making model that will be sufficient for all
situations, the member s of the Decision Making I mplementation Team believe that the
Waste & Materials Management Program can provide new and modified guidance for
decision-making that will be helpful to staff, supervisors, and administrators.

We believethat all decision making requiresthe following steps: need identification,
transmittal to appropriate level/unit, prioritization of needs, data/resour ce gathering,
data analysis and preparation of recommendation(s), decision, and oversight. Themore
quickly we can move along this path, the more quickly we reach our decisions. Thishas
the benefits of saving both our time and our customers' time. A further discussion of
each of these steps may be useful:

2.2 Decision Steps

Under standing the steps needed to take an issue from the start, or identification point, to
thefinish, or decision, isimportant to deter mining efficient processes for decision-
making.

Need Identification: Decision-making is an attempt to addressthe needsthat have been
brought to our attention. These needs can come from any level in the Waste Program,
from other Programs, from external customers, the general public, thelegidature, and
more. They can be asroutine asa plan submittal or an innovative ideathat will require
statutory change. We will identify many needs that may help the environment, our staff,
and our customersif we'regood listeners. Therewill always be more needsthan we can
address. Each individual will need to deter mine which needs deserve attention. We
have not attempted to provide guidance on need identification. We believe that
experienceisthe best teacher in thisarea.

Assignment: Once a need had been identified and a deter mination madeto forward it, it
isimportant to know wherein the organization to transfer theinformation. Without
clear direction both the sender and receiver can suffer from paralysis of undeter mined
length. We havetried to provide additional guidancein thisarea (flow diagrams and
decision matrix) to allow for smooth and timely movement of needsto the proper
decision making level or unit within the Program. It isimportant that decisionsare
transferred to the person of unit responsible for making the decision and the person or
unit over seeing the accountability of the decision. Thisensuresthat issuesneeding
attention will not be stalled at one location in the process.

If a decision-maker does not agreethat the decision has been properly assigned, then the
decision-maker should raise thisissueto the accountability level. Together, they can
determineif another decision-making unit ismore appropriate or to ask for assistance



on assignment of the issue from the oversight unit. (see Decision-Making Matrix in
Section 4.0).

Prioritization of Needs: Dueto limitationsin resour ces, not all needsthat reach the
appropriate decison making level can be addressed in a timely fashion. The needsthat
aretransmitted to decision-making units must be measured against other, competing
projectsto determineif they should receive attention. Feedback on the timelinefor
making a decision needsto go back to the sender, sincethey may have a customer
waiting for thedecision. In situationswherethetimelinefor a decision createsa severe
hardship for a customer, non-precedent setting case-by-case decisions or
exemptions/variances may be a useful alter native.

We have not offered guidance for prioritizing needs. Changesin staffing levels, the
training and experience levels of staff, and fluctuationsin the number and complexity of
needsidentified are more important in this process than any guidance that we might
develop.

Data/Resour ce Gathering: Decisions are only as good as the information they are based
upon. Our decisions makers must deter mine if they have enough data to make a

deter mination, without asking for an unreasonable effort from our customers. None of
our decisionswill be made with perfect knowledge. Advancesin the understanding of
our environment that will occur in the next fifty, ten, or even five years could drastically
change our viewson the projects presently being submitted. However, theserisks
should not deter us. We have the responsibility to do our best with the tools available to
us, and therealization that thefailureto act may lead to a poorer environment in the
future.

Decisionsthat affect other programswill need their input. Resource gathering can
include getting time commitments from other programs. Thiscan beadifficult area
since our programs have different goalsand priorities. If aproject leader deter mines
that necessary inputs from other programswill not be delivered in a timely fashion, then
adecision to either elevate theissuefor conflict resolution or drop the project should be
made. Program supervisors, section leaders, program experts, theWaMT, and the
AWMT can be used to resolve problems of thistype.

AnalysisRecommendation: Staff should use existing statutes, codes, and guidanceto
make their decisions. When these tools ar e inadequate, consultation with supervisors,
counter parts, and program experts may lead to a consensus for a cour se of action.
Sometimes a project can be moved to another decision-making unit with a different set
of skillsfor analysis. When conflictsarise, disputeresolution modelsthat include
administrators and/or the AWMT should be explored.

Theanalysis of a submittal should be completed with applicable timelines. When this
isn't possible, thefirst-line supervisor should be notified as soon as possible.

Decision: Our decisions should be clear and unambiguous. Saying noisan important
part of our jobs. We must be ableto explain our decisionsto our customers, legislators,
the general public, and other interested partiesin under standable terms.



Accountability: Each decision identified in thisreport issubject to review.

We call thisas accountability. Thisstep improves consistency throughout the Program,
identifiestraining needsfor individuals and units, and helpsto identify issuesthat lie
outside our existing guidance. Therelationship between the decision-making unit and
the accountability unit ismeant to be a close partnership. Both unitswork together to
ensurethe existing guidance and procedures ar e followed and that our decisionsare
consistent.

The accountability rolein decision-making is often given to thefirst-line supervisor.
However, for moreimportant decisions, thisrole may be at higher levelsin the
organization (even outside the program).

Oversight: Oversight issimilar to accountability but generally dealswith reviewing
types of decisions (rather than individual decisions) over alonger time period.
Oversight isneeded to assess the efficiency and effectiveness of our decision-making
processes. Theinsightsgained by oversight may serveto support continuing existing
operationsor point to needed policy changes.

2.3 Decision Making Units

Thefollowing decision-makers (individuals or work units) work to addressissues
important to the success of the Waste & Materials Management Program. These
decisionsrange from routine decisions having short-term impacts to precedent setting
decisionsthat will guidethe Program for yearsto come. These decisions support the
health and quality of life of the general public, allow our customersto operatetheir
facilitiesand businessesin arational manner, and protect the environment for future
generations. Theseindividualsand work units play different rolesin our decision-
making processes, depending on their positions, knowledge and experience. In all cases
their participation ismeant to add value to our decisions.

Regional Staff: Includes engineers, hydrogeologists, program assistants, and specialists
responsible for solid waste, hazar dous waste, recycling, and/or mining activities. These
employees have specialized training and experience in waste transportation, handling, &
disposal; groundwater movement & monitoring; field construction operations; waste
statutes, codes, & guidance; mining operation & reclamation; and recycling & waste
Minimization.

Regional Supervisors: Understand the goals and priorities of field operationsin all
Waste & Materials Management programs. These supervisorsareresponsible for
matching Regional needs and commitmentswith available resour cesto achieve program
goals. They communicate new program goals, policies and guidelinesto the staff
assigned to them and ensurethat they are adequately trained to perform assigned tasks.
They are also the decision-makersfor many Regional activities.

Regional EE Staff: Provide assistance to WM M P staff when enforcement actionsare
being considered. They ensurethat proper documentation and evidence has been
gathered to support recommended enfor cement actions.




Regional Administration: Knowledgeable about the goals and priorities of all
Department activitieswithin their Regions, aswell aslocal political and social
institutions. Responsiblefor ensuring that Regional WM M P decisions support other
Regional initiatives.

Program Experts: These program staff have been formally recognized as having unique
experience, training, or skills. At the current time program expertsare being
considered for SW plan review activities. In thefutureother areasof the program may
have designated expertsaswell. Program expertsare expected to assist staff and their
supervisorsin scheduling and completing important tasks.

Teams: (Note: At thistimethefuturerole of Standing Teamsin the Waste & Materials
Management Program has not been defined. If a new organizational structure,
including teams, isadopted prior to completion of our final report, wewill include the
role of Teamsin our report.)

Central Office Staff: Staff in the Central Office will be most activein the areas of policy
and guidance development, assessing new technologies, quantifying and evaluating
program accomplishments, managing equipment and financial resour ces, maintaining
common data systems, and preparing reportsfor administratorsand legislators. They
may also beresponsiblefor the oversight of certain regulatory tasks on a statewide
basis. Thisrolediffersfrom that of the program expert in that it does not includethe
oversight of other staff.

Section Chiefs: The Section Chiefs have a dual role of being thefirst-line supervisor for
their assigned staff in the Central Office and a technical for many of the issues associate
with their Section. They are called upon to be partnersin many decisionsand help to
ensur e consistency in decision making.

Bureau Director: Responsiblefor over-all management of the WMMP. Our
Administration may call upon the Bureau Director to make decisions under very tight
timelines. The Bureau Director, or designee, can deviate from the guidancein this
report, when thisisin the best interests of the Program.

WMMT: Ensuresthat the work unitswithin the WM M P are meeting agreed upon
commitments (accountability). Responsible for implementation of new rules and
guidancefor the WMMP. Responsiblefor budget and other resour ce allocation
decisionsfor the Program.

AWMT: Overseesthe operations of the programsin the Division, especially important
decisionsthat have wide-ranging impacts within and outside the Department and

per formance measuresthat serve asindicators of overall program performance.
Reviews and approves major policy and budget decisionsfor the programs. Ensures
that the programsin the Divison communicate and work in harmony.

L egal Services: Provides counsel and interpretation of Federal laws, State Statutes, and
Administrative Codesfor the Waste & Materials Management Program. Assistsin the
development of referralsto DOJ.




DQOJ: Involved in decision-making just prior to, and continuing through civil and
criminal referrals.

EPA: Provides oversight on some budget, policy, and workplanning decision-making.
Involved as a partner in decision-making for HW licensing.

Externals: Externals serve as partnersfor some policy decisions. Their inputs can be
useful in finding solutionsto issuesthat protect the environment with a minimum of
unintended results.

Other Programs: Other programs have regulatory over lapsinvolving some of the
decisionsthat we make. They need to be aware and involved in these decisionsto ensure
that we don’t send mixed signalsto external customers.

Other Agencies: Other agencies should be included in decision-making on an as-needed
basis.

2.4 Roles & Responsibilities

Recommendations (R)- Some decisionscall for a recommendation by one unit within
the program. Theserecommendations are then forwarded
for analysisand a final deter mination. Recommendations
should not be reviewed at morethan onelevel beforea
determination istaken.

Decision (D) - This designatesthe decision-maker or unit responsiblefor taking
afinal action for a decision type.

Accountability (A) - Every determination is subject to review by another decision-
maker. Thesereviews can cover avariety of parameters,
including, but not limited to: timeliness, accur acy,
thoroughness, technical merit, consistency with other
decisions, and tone.

Oversight (O) - Recommendations and decisions can be reviewed on a regular
basisto ensurethat the existing process, policies, and
guidance are furthering the goals of the Department and
that they are being applied consistently acrossthe state.

Partners(p) - For many decisionsthere will other, impacted work units.
Those directly affected are necessary partnerstothe
decision process and final determination. Other partners
may exist



2.5 BUDGET DECISION PROCESS

Purpose

The budget decision process providesfor a balanced budget to support critical
programs, meet stakeholder expectations, striving to achieve continual improvement
and protection of public health and the environment while maintaining efficiency.

e Periodically review the program practices that impact the most productive
utilization of budgetary resour ces;

e Integrate aspects of budget development including flexibility, innovation, and
identification of financial incentives and/or disincentives.

Budget Decision Types

Annual allotments

Special requests

Unanticipated significant expenses

Short term grant funding sour ces and other opportunities

Decision Making Process

Funding for mandatory costs and discretionary allotments such astravel, training,
supplies, LTE’s, etc. are proposed for each program organizational unit. Budget
decisions begin with approval from the WaM T, moves on for approval from the Air and
Waste Team and ends up with the Secretary for final approval and inclusion in the
Department’sbudget. After the budget has been approved, unanticipated significant
expenses are brought bethe WaMT for discussion and endor sement.

2.6 WORK PLANNING DECISION PROCESS
Purpose

Thework planning decision process evaluates staff resour ces, grant obligations,
performance measur es and accountability issuesin an effort to maintain and meet
standards, stakeholder expectations, and manage an efficient program.

e Efficiently manages staff time within budget restraints

e Usesprinciplesof Continuous Quality I mprovement to check progress and make
work plan revisions

e Minimizestheimpact of staff and budgetary resource reductions

e Coordinateswith other programswithin the Department to ensure collaboration
whereour program islinked (e.g., Water, R& R, Air, Enforcement, L egal, etc.)



Decision M aking Process

Work Plans

Program Work Planning Coordinator initiates development of action plans for
WaMT review and approval

Secr etary sends memo initiating the next biennial Work Planning Cycle
Program Work Planning Coordinator preparesthework planning guidance with
Bureau Director and forwardsto the Air and Waste Team for approval

Air and Waste Team approvesdraft Work Planning Guidance and forwardsto
DLT for approval

Work Planning for the next biennium begins when DL T/Air Waste Team
guidanceisdistributed to supervisors

Section Chiefs/Regional Manager s prepare draft work plansand strategic
narrative

Draft work planned hours areentered into a Work Plan System data base
Work Planning Coordinator extracts a draft program work plan for WaM T
review and approval

Work Planning Coordinator preparesa program cover memo indicating changes
in priorities, staffing patterns, performance measures, etc. and forwar ds dr aft
work plan with memo to Air and Waste Team for approval

Sharedraft work plan with internal partnersand resolve identified

Division or Department Program M anagement Teams share draft work plans
with partner g/stakeholder s and share comment with Program

Work Planning Coordinator responds and resolvesto any issuesraised by
partnersand stakeholders

WaMT approves adjustmentsto draft work plan taking budgetary changesinto
account

Distribute final work plan

Monitor work plan at least quarterly or more frequently using the PALS/Work
Plan Comparison System

Evaluate what’s been accomplished during first year of biennium and make
necessary adjustmentsfor second year of biennium

Activity Codes

WaMT assesses the needs and effectiveness of current functional activity codes
A mid-coursereview for effectiveness of the system, e.g., providing adequate
audit trailsfor various funding sour ces, linking activities to objectives, measuring
outputs, etc. is performed by thewWaM T

WaMT approves activity code revisions



2.7 POLICY/GUIDANCE DECISION PROCESS

Purpose

The policy/guidance decision process provides an opportunity for feedback from
internal and exter nal stakeholder sto shape and balance policies that protect human
health, the environment, and promote economics.

e Maintain consistency with adequate flexibility
e Encouragerisk-taking
e Efficiently manage public and private resour ces

Policy Decision Types

e Reviseand establish administrative rules, guidance, publications and proposed
statutes

Streamlining

Provide consistent decisions

Address precedent setting issues

Implement timelines

| dentify innovative approaches/going beyond compliance, and the implications
for stakeholders

e Provideoutreach to stakeholderson program issues and processes

Decision Making Process

Policy/guidance needs ar e identified and shared with the appropriate media Section
Chief or Regional Waste Manager. |ssuesare broken into two categories, smpleand
complex.

Simpleissues:

Begin with preparation of afinal issue document
Requiresalow level of time and resour ces

Callsfor informal stakeholder input

May be approved by the Section Chief or Regional M anager

Complex issues:

Begin with the preparation of a draft issue document

Requiresa significant level of time and resour ces

Callsfor stakeholder input in accordance with a communication plan
Needs approval from theWaM T

Thefollowing guidelines apply to both simple and complex issues:

e Development of an issue document



e Routing the document to media Section Chief or Regional Manager for review
and approval

Routing or presenting issue document toWaMT and L Sfor comment/appr oval
Conveying commentsto drafter (typically within 2 weeks) to work into document
Drafter resolves commentswith Section Chief/Regional Manager

Further comments/approval may need to be sent back tothe WaMT for approval
Document isrouted to Bureau Director for final approval

Document is proofread and assigned a publication number

Document is posted on the Web

2.8 IMPLEMENTATION DECISION PROCESS

Purpose

Through theimplementation decision process statutes, codes, policies, and guidanceis
interpreted and applied in a consistent, practical and efficient manner for the protection

of public health and the environment.

e Find opportunities and innovative approachesto efficiently utilize staff and exter nal
stakeholder resources,

e Maintain and develop tracking systemsthat document accomplishmentsand plan
for futureresource allocation, and

e Link implementation decision-making to environmental improvementsusing
per formance measures and other monitoring techniques.

| mplementation Decision Types

e Routineinspections, audits, exemptions, plan reviews and licensing
Uncommon or technically complex decisionsrequiring input from peersand
program experts

e Precedent setting decisions
Secondary enfor cement action decisions

Decision Making Process

Routine implementation decisions ar e independently made by staff and with support
from first-line supervisors. Complex/precedent setting issues may lead to policy (see 2.7
Policy/Guidance Decision Process) requiring a higher level of support before decisions
can bemade. Working with program expertsand peersensures program consistency.



